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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticeJACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices
ORDER

This 30" day of January 2007, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On September 26, 2006, pursuant to the Staeetaware’s
petition, the Superior Court ordered the forfeitafea motor vehicle owned
by Daniel M. Bahena. On October 5, 2006, Baheled fa petition in the
Superior Court for return of the motor vehicle adlvas $1,300 in cash. On
October 17, 2006, the Superior Court vacated itdeitore order and
consolidated Bahena's petition for return of propewith the forfeiture
proceedings. A scheduling conference was thefosdanuary 2, 2007.

(2) On October 23, 2006, Bahena filed a noticapgeal from the

Superior Court’'s September 26, 2006 order directomfigiture of his motor



vehicle. The Clerk of the Court subsequently idsaenotice pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 29(b) directing the appellanstiow cause why the
appeal should not be dismissed for his failureamply with Rule 42 when
taking an appeal from an apparent interlocutorynord

(3) On October 31, 2006, the Clerk received Balseresponse to
the notice to show cause. In his response, hessthat he was unaware of
any actions by the Superior Court since the issmaidts September 26,
2006 order. On December 5, 2006, the State ofvizekfiled a motion to
dismiss the appeal on the ground that it is interlory because the Superior
Court has not yet issued its final order.

(4) Supreme Court Rule 42 sets forth the requirgsfor filing an
interlocutory appeal. The appellant has not coaapliwith those
requirements.  Absent compliance with Rule 42, tRieurt has no
jurisdiction to consider this appeal. Moreovercdugse the Superior Court
vacated the order being appealed, the appeal is/mmot.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant tqi®me
Court Rule 29(b), the appeal is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice




